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Abstract 
A review of the existing literature shows that when it comes to studying attitudes 
towards CALL (Computer-Assisted Language Learning), researchers have traditionally 
focused on students’ perspectives and ignored teachers’ views. This study focuses on 
teachers’ attitudes towards CALL in order to gain a better understanding of what issues, 
advantages, and disadvantages teachers come across when incorporating CALL into 
their teaching. Furthermore, a group of teachers from Australia and Spain has been 
interviewed to compare how views on CALL vary across professionals in these two 
countries. As some authors have previously proved, the more IT literate teachers are, the 
more likely they are to use CALL in their teaching.  
 
 
Key words: Computer-Assisted Language Learning CALL, teachers’ attitudes, 
advantages and disadvantages of CALL, face-to-face learning. 
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1. Introduction  
There are several studies about the use of computer technology in the classroom. 
However, as we will see in this paper, the tendency has been to focus on the effect of 
CALL on students rather than on teachers. Hong (2010) and Beatty (2003: 14) 
explained how the focus was first on whether to use CALL in language learning, and 
then it shifted to how CALL should be used. Other common topic of interest for 
researchers has been students’ attitudes to using computers in the language classroom, 
with studies analysing students’ motivation and satisfaction using CALL. Some of these 
studies are, for example, Conole (2008), Sagarra and Zapata (2008), Ushida (2005), 
Bolaños-Medina and Isern González (2012), Grünewald (2009), Wang (2009), and 
Aydin and Genç (2011). 
 
 The predominance of these topics becomes obvious if we examine works such as Liu et 
al. (2002), where the authors present a review of the research on CALL from 1990 to 
2000. Out of the 70 articles studied by Liu and her colleagues, 44 dealt with the 
effectiveness of CALL in language teaching vs. traditional teaching, 15 dealt with how 
to use CALL more efficiently, and the other 11 dealt with students’ attitude to using 
CALL. Even when we review more recent studies, we find that these three key areas 
continue being the main focus for researchers, as we can see in Aydin and Genç (2011), 
and in Heift and Schulze (2012: 171). There is, however, one key element which has 
been ignored to a great degree in most studies despite its importance in the classroom; 
the teacher. 
 
Teachers and lecturers are the ones in charge of incorporating CALL into their 
classroom, and as Sagarra and Zapata (2008) explained, the success of CALL is linked 
to the abilities of the teacher who manages the course. More advanced language 
learning software can definitely have a big impact on language learning, however, 
unless the teacher knows how to use that technology well the impact will not necessarily 
be a positive one. It is clear that language learning software is becoming more advanced 
in terms of error detection and intelligent feedback, but a different matter is whether or 
not teachers are excited about those developments. Studies such as Liu (2002), and 
Sagarra and Zapata (2008) show that attainment and motivation in students who use 
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CALL are not always higher than those using traditional teaching methods. In some 
cases the latter outperformed the former, so it looks like teachers have reasons to be 
wary about this technology. Bearing all this in mind, it seems reasonable to wonder how 
many teachers use CALL, why they use it, and what they think of it, so that, at least 
once, we can shift the focus from students’ voice to teachers’ voice and see what 
educators think of the issue. 
 
It was with these questions in mind that we designed and now present this study on 
teachers’ perspectives on the use of CALL in Spain and Australia. On the one hand, we 
wanted to give teachers the opportunity to voice their opinions on the use of CALL, and 
on the other, we wanted to compare the views of various teachers in these two countries. 
We chose Spain and Australia because they are two countries with a different 
background and approach to language learning, and, additionally, as Johnson et al. 
(2013) said, they are part of the group of countries studied by The New Media 
Consortium. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Research methodology 
2.1. Structure of the study 
 
In terms of structure, we have decided to divide the article in five sections. 
 
First of all, we have an introduction to help readers understand the rationale behind the 
study, and the reasons which made us study CALL from our particular point of view. 
After that, we have devoted a section to research methodology, so that readers have the 
opportunity to gain a better understanding of the process we followed to complete our 
study. 
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In the third section of the article, we provide the reader with a brief review of the 
literature on CALL, as we believe that it is important to familiarise oneself with 
previous studies on the topic to understand where this present study fits. We expect this 
section to be useful to understand how little emphasis has been given to teachers’ voices 
in the study of CALL and why a study like this was necessary. 
 
We will then give a short introduction about the teachers and lecturers interviewed for 
our study, although due to personal data issues, we will not be able to identify either the 
participants or their institutions. However, we believe that a short introduction of the 
subjects interviewed will be useful in terms of contextualising the environment where 
different participants work. In this section we will also discuss the information provided 
by our informants, and we will put this in relation to previous studies when relevant.  
 
In the fifth section we will analyse the information given by our participants, compare 
teachers’ and lecturers’ views on CALL, and then present the conclusions of our study. 
Finally, we will present a list of the reference material we have used to complete our 
study, where readers might find related articles of interest. 
 
2.2. Methodology followed 
 
To gather the necessary information for this study, one of the researchers interviewed a 
sample of five teachers in Spain and five in Australia.  
 
The interviews were recorded, and later on transcribed. The length of the interviews 
varied between 20 and 50 minutes. The involvement in the study was voluntary and 
confidentiality was assured to all participants. 
 
The interviews were conducted in a friendly and informal manner. The researcher and 
the participants first engaged in a general conversation covering topics such as teaching 
loads, levels of the groups taught, etc. to make the participants feel more relaxed, and 
later on the topic of CALL was brought into the conversation with questions relevant to 
the study. The participants were all either coordinators or lecturers in languages, and 
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they all had language teaching experience ranging from 3 to 25 years. Only two of them 
were working as casual teachers. 
 
All the interviews in Spain were conducted at each participant’s office, however, in 
Australia interviews had to be conducted via Skype. 
3. Review of literature 
 
The use of CALL is frequently seen as an effective tool to improve students’ 
involvement. Additionally, it is usually seen as a way of improving students’ 
performance, although as Liu et al. (2002) and Sagarra and Zapata (2008) showed, this 
is a more controversial matter, as different studies argue about the effectiveness of the 
use of technology in language learning. 
 
Many institutions try to promote the use of CALL in their courses, up to the point that 
efficient technology is abandoned for a new one as the new one is seen as more 
innovative. Johnson et al. (2013) suggest that “any discussion of technology adoption 
must also consider important constraints and challenges”. However, many institutions 
try to envision the possible advantages of different software for their students and very 
rarely do they pay attention to the repercussion that this might have on teacher’s 
teaching, as highlighted by Hong (2010). 
 
This lack of consideration of the pressures put on teaching staff can be seen when we 
review the existing studies on the use of CALL. These investigations mainly deal with 
the effectiveness of CALL vs. traditional face-to-face teaching, and the attitudes of 
students towards technology in the language classroom. Some studies carried out in the 
1960s and 1970s, such as Barrutia (1964, 1969 and 1970), or Gilman (1969), already 
showed a tendency to study the effectiveness of a certain CALL application in language 
teaching. This was also one of the main foci in the 1990s and in more recent years, as 
we can see in Blake (2000), Cahill and Catanzaro (1997), Chun (1994), Chun and Plass 
(1996), Davis and Lyman-Hager (1997), Derwing, Munro, and Carbonaro (2000), 
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González-Edfelt (1990), González-Bueno (2000), Grace (2000), kasper (2000), Lam 
(2000), Nagata (1996, 1997, 1998, 1999), Osuna (2000), and Van Handle and Corl 
(1999), and more recently, in Aydin and Genç (2011), in Heift and Schulze (2012: 28), 
and Wang and Vásquez (2012). 
 
Another very popular line of enquiry has been studying students’ attitudes towards the 
use of CALL or whether they prefer computer or teacher-led instruction. There are 
several studies that focus on this, such as Blyth (1999), Bradley and Lomicka (2000), 
Donaldson and Kotter (1999), Kubola (1999), Lee (1997), Osuna and Meskill (1998), 
Ulitsky(2000), Ushida (2005),and Wong et al. (2013).Very few recent studies pay 
attention to teachers’ perception on the issue, one of them being Russell et al. (2003) 
and more recently Kalaja and Ferreira Barcelos (2012). Our study focuses on teachers’ 
use of CALL, however, in our paper we will also consider teachers’ attitudes towards 
technology in language learning. 
 
A review of the literature shows many examples of student voice reports, but not 
enough studies focusing on teachers’ attitudes towards CALL. We believe that our 
study will help illustrate what teachers have to say about the use of technology in 
language teaching, as at the end of the day, they are the ones that need to implement this 
in their classrooms. Sagarra and Zapata (2008) presented some interesting facts in their 
study, and they concluded that the success of CALL depends on the abilities of the 
teacher using it, however, many studies, such as Aydin and Genç (2011), and Heift and 
Schulze (2012: 28) amongst many others, focused on studying the performance of 
students using CALL, without paying attention to how the relevant teachers 
implemented this in the classroom. 
 
Sagarra and Zapata (2008) also studied student perception regarding CALL in L2 
learning, and the difference in attainment between students using face-to-face 
instruction only, and those who had had an element of face-to-face learning substituted 
by a CALL element. They concluded that the results were mixed. Likewise, Nagata 
(1996) said that the results from different studies do not follow a consistent pattern; they 
contradict each other. In other words, according to some authors, students prefer face-
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to-face instruction to CALL, although other researchers say the opposite. Additionally, 
in some studies students who used a CALL element outperformed their peers who only 
used face-to-face instruction, although in others there was no difference in either 
attainment or preference of instruction. If the level of attainment or motivation is no 
higher amongst students who use CALL, why was it, and why is it still introduced in so 
many language classrooms? Is it the choice of their teachers or managers? 
 
In their study regarding preference of instruction and attainment between CALL or 
traditional face-to-face method, Conole (2008), and Sagarra and Zapata (2008), said that 
this depends on the teacher’s ability to use CALL. This is because many students 
complained that they failed to see the link between the content in the face-to-face 
tutorial and the online material. If there is so much pressure to incorporate technology 
into language teaching, we thought it worthwhile taking a look at the teachers’ opinions 
and level of comfort in using these technologies. If teachers do not want to use them, 
and they are forced to, are organisations forcing their staff to fail?  
 
It is difficult to predict what the new lines of focus of researchers who study technology 
in language learning will be, however, Johnson et al. (2013) present some good guesses. 
They believe that Massively Open Online Courses and the use of tablets in learning will 
be amongst the main developments in the use of computer-assisted learning in 
education, so we can foresee an interest in studying how these new technologies are 
used in language learning.  
 
4. Interviews 
4.1. Information about the participants 
 
 We interviewed five teachers in Australia and five in Spain as a way of 
comparing opinions on CALL between these two countries. We have provided below a 
brief description of each participant in order to gain a better understanding of their 
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teaching experience, however, due to data protection issues, neither the participants nor 
their universities will be identified. 
 
First participant [A1] 
 
 We will refer to the first participant as A1. She works at an Australian university 
as a lecturer in Spanish and she also coordinates various subjects, some of which are 
100% online. Regarding research interests, A1 is interested in the interrelationship 
between cultural values and individual emotions, in the sounds of Spanish, and in 
practical and theoretical translation. 
 
Second participant [A2] 
 
 A2 works as a senior lecturer in Spanish and Latin American Studies at a very 
prestigious university in the south of Australia, and she is also the Spanishconvenor. 
She has extensive teaching experience overseas, and her research focuses on Spanish 
literature and on gender studies. A2 is also interested in minority languages and cultures 
of Spain. 
 
Third participant [A3] 
 
A3 has been working as a casual teacher in tertiary education in Australia for almost 10 
years. Her research focuses on issues of cultural identity, and she likes using videos and 
other media resources to provide students with a better understanding of Hispanic 
culture. 
 
Fourth participant [A4] 
 
 A4 has extensive experience working at international schools and universities. 
Apart from working at a university in Australia, A4 also deals with assessment and 
marking of official language tests such as DELE (Certificate of Spanish as a Foreign 
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Language). Furthermore, she also works with private companies, such as airlines, where 
she provides language training to staff. 
 
Fifth participant [A5] 
  
 A5 lectures and coordinates beginners and advanced Spanish courses at a well-
known Australian university. She has been working at her current university for three 
years. 
 
Sixth participant [S1] 
 
S1 is the head of the language Centre at a prestigious private university in Northern 
Spain. He has more than 20 years of experience in education and has taught in various 
countries. 
 
Seventh participant [S2] 
 
S2 works as director of a language centre at a very well-known university in Spain, and 
a high percentage of her students is made of international students on exchange. She has 
a PhD in Linguistics, and she has teaching and research responsibilities. Her research 
area focuses on two main topics; new technologies, and the teaching of Spanish as a 
foreign language. 
 
 
Eighth participant [S3] 
 
 S3 works as a lecturer in the English department of one of the most prestigious 
universities in Spain. Her research interests are in the teaching of the English language 
using literature as an educational tool, and in vocabulary acquisition. Her university 
started offering courses of Spanish as a foreign language in the 1920s, and today it 
offers one of the broadest ranges of courses in Spanish language and culture, including 
training for teachers of Spanish as a foreign language. 
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Ninth participant [S4] 
 
S4 is the director of the language centre of a famous university in the North coast of 
Spain. She worked for several years at that university as a coordinator for language 
students, and she has recently been promoted to the post of director. 
 
Tenth participant [S5] 
  S5 works as head of the department of Spanish as a foreign language at a 
Escuela Oficial de Idiomas, which is a government-owned language school that offers 
courses to people over the age of 16. S5 is a leading figure in projects related to 
language teacher training. 
 
4.2. Teachers’ perspectives on CALL 
 
 We will now present the information gathered during the interviews. The 
participants’ opinions fall, broadly speaking, within three categories, so we have 
decided to reflect this on the presentation of the article to make the information more 
accessible to the reader. Furthermore, each of the following sections will be divided into 
opinions of Australian and of Spanish lecturers, so that we can see more clearly the 
differences in opinions and approaches between these two countries.  
 
4.2.1. The use of CALL 
4.2.1.1. The use of CALL: Australia 
 
Out of the five Australian lecturers interviewed, only one teaches language courses 
exclusively through the medium of CALL, while the rest of them use CALL to 
complement face-to-face instruction. 
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These five participants use electronic resources in their teaching, but they use them 
differently. A1, A2, and A3 use a textbook in class which has an online component to 
complement it. Those online resources are used as supportive materials to reinforce 
what has been covered in tutorials, although A2 and A3’s textbooks have a bigger 
online component. A2 and A3 use them as compulsory online assessments, and they 
contain quizzes, grammar, and cultural information, as well as extra explanations. Both 
teachers have given this section a 10% weighting, which is the same percentage as 
Sagarra and Zapata (2010) used for their online workbook. 
 
A5 also uses online materials in addition to the content of the textbook. She uses a very 
strong eLearning component in her courses, and this practice is compulsory for lecturers 
at her institution. A5’s students need to do exercises on Blackboard every week and 
these have a 5% weighting in the final marks for students in levels 1 and 2 (first and 
second year). For advanced students (third year), A5 only uses online materials to 
provide information and links to interesting resources, but these students do not have to 
complete any online assessments. 
 
A4 also uses an eLearning platform to upload all the readings and exercises for the 
lessons. She has given these a small weighting, although she did not specify what this 
weighting was. A4’s department has created a bank of grammar and listening exercises 
that are available on their eLearning platform and that they use in their lessons, and they 
have uploaded all the textbook’s multimedia resources to this online platform. 
 
A5’s department has also created a bank of resources on an eLearning platform, and 
students have access to various types of resources, such as exam samples. A5 admitted 
that they only have a few online listening exercises on their platform, but she said that 
this is because it is difficult to integrate them into Blackboard. 
 
Additionally, A1 uses eLearning to provide students with information about the course 
and A2 uses CALL to provide students with feedback on compositions.  
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All these uses of CALL to complement what has been done in class are in line with the 
findings presented in Sagarra and Zapata (2010), who said that this is the most popular 
use of technology in language learning.  
 
A1 teaches two types of students; internal students, who attend face-to-face language 
lessons, and external students, who only have online lessons. A1’s, A2’s, A3’s, and 
A4’s students can obtain more information on the set work on their eLearning 
platforms, and A1’s external students submit their assignments online. A1 and A3 also 
use technology to facilitate communication and submission of work to students. A1 uses 
technology very differently with internal and external students, as with the former ones 
she mainly uses IT as an administrative tool. A3 also uses the internet for homework, 
and all set homework is available on the eLearning platform. Likewise, A3 uses the 
internet to provide students with links to other websites to reinforce what has been 
covered in class. 
 
A1 made some very interesting comments about her experience teaching external 
students. Regarding online lessons, these are taught using a video chat programme, 
where everyone can see each other in a small screen, and students choose whether or not 
they want others to see them. Everyone talks, and interrupts each other, and the teacher 
appears on the top right and can use the screen to show documents, such as PowerPoint 
presentations or PDFs. This programme also offers a chat option, so the teacher talks 
and types to communicate with the class. There is another screen that works as a 
whiteboard, where teachers can type and even draw. A1 is unsure about whether the 
university pays a subscription or has bought the licence to use it, but it is integrated to 
their website. She thinks that it a great tool, and she describes it as an improved version 
of Skype. A1 also uses Moodle, so the university has incorporated the video chat 
programme into their eLearning site. 
 
A1 also explained how everything will change the following year, as they will stop 
using the textbook and all the materials will be on their website. Students will have to 
print their own material, so the website will work as a digital book. She sees this as a 
positive move as she believes that students only use the parts of the book which are 
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important for assessment, (about 30% of the book).In this way, students can save money 
and lecturers can add sections from old books to their eLearning platform. 
 
A1 also pointed out some very interesting differences between internal and external 
students. She said that internal students do not read the cultural notes or anything that 
does not reflect directly on their final marks, and even though they have access to 
forums and to the same online resources as external students, they never use them. A1 
believes that this is due to lack of motivation, and she thinks that internal students are 
less responsible, and that they need to be guided at all times, whilst external students 
find the information by themselves and are more proactive.  
 
A1’s university has started to give more importance to the role of technology in 
learning, and as a result lecturers have to include online assessments in their courses, 
which is why the online component is now compulsory, and its weighting has gone up 
from 5% to 10%.  
 
A2’s and A4’s students have access to computers in language labs and they can study 
and do online exercises from home. Students can also watch DVDs and Youtube clips 
outside of lessons to complement the work they do in the class. A3 uses films as an 
important part of the course, and these are available for students on their eLearning site. 
A4 uses the projector and interactive whiteboard in lessons, and they have some 
resources available for teachers. Finally, A5 also uses interactive whiteboards, although 
in her department the interactive boards are being changed for new ones, as the latter 
ones are considered more innovative and technologically superior. 
 
 
 
4.2.1.2. The use of CALL: Spain 
 
 S1 teaches courses of 4 hours per week and of 5 hours per week spread over two 
days, and his students have access to some lectures online. As opposed to the Australian 
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teachers, he has not made any other contents available to his students online as he says 
that nobody asks for it. He says that he is not totally against blended learning, and 
explained how the person who was in charge of the Language Centre for 15 years did 
not introduced any blended learning. Now S1 is taking over the department, and he does 
not know if he will be interested in it as he has seen examples of how blended learning 
does not work very well. Sagarra and Zapata (2008), and other works studied in Liu 
(2002), support his opinion, as they give examples where CALL does not always 
improve student performance. Stracke (2007) also explained how some students had 
dropped out of courses because CALL was not being used well.  
 
S2 teaches a variety of courses, such as conversational or business courses. The length 
of the courses varies, and the ones focused on conversation are the shortest, lasting 
around 20 hours. As opposed to S1, S2 uses an eLeaning platform; Moodle. At S2’s 
university, teachers have freedom regarding how much CALL they use in their courses. 
Some teachers use this platform to upload extra activities to complement what is done in 
lessons, such as exercises and videos, which is similar to what the Australian lecturers 
do. The use of CALL is not compulsory at S2’s university, and if teachers decide to use 
online assessments they can choose the weighting.  
 
In S2’s department teachers are responsible for their own subject, and they have to 
produce their own guides to their courses. Teachers who teach the same levels can agree 
on how to teach a subject, but they do not have to. They have freedom to teach their 
lessons as they want although they all have to use the same exam at the end of the 
course. In the subject guide lecturers know what contents they have to include but they 
can teach it as they want, and because of all this freedom eLearning does not have a 
specific weighting in the department. S2’s department uses online exams devised by 
Oxford University Press, but these are only used as placement tests.  
 
Unlike S1, S4 does not upload lectures to an online platform, but she has used some 
books of Spanish as a foreign language which came with a subscription to a website 
where students could find extra materials. S4 thinks that most publishers do this these 
days and that is why she thinks that eLearning will become more important in language 
teaching. She explained how Instituto Cervantes now offers several online courses for 
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teachers, and how their catalogue of courses is increasing every year, and now they even 
have an online course for teachers who want to teach over the internet. S4 told us how 
this is something that Spanish universities are starting to do as well, as many courses 
which were previously delivered face-to-face are now being taught online in partnership 
with Instituto Cervantes, such as Masters degrees. Apart from courses, Instituto 
Cervantes has a section on its website which is free, where they have online activities 
such as listening and samples of past exams.  
 
S5 has taught at two universities, and courses are always taught face-to-face. She taught 
some intensive courses in one of the universities she worked at in Northern Spain and 
these courses were around 4 or 5 hours per day for two weeks. In terms of course 
content, S5 uses the European Framework for Languages, where it is explained what 
content students should be familiar with, and she accesses information on this 
framework on the Instituto Cervantes website. At S5’s current university the online 
work does not have to carry a certain weighting, although at her previous university, 
only a few kilometres away from her current one, teachers had to use eLearning and 
these activities had some weighting in the final mark. At her current university, teachers 
are the ones who decide the weighting, and it is totally up to the teacher to use 
eLearning as an assessment method. At her previous university, all teachers had to 
follow instructions on how to work out the final mark, although she thinks that there is 
much more freedom at other universities.  
 
S5 uses interactive whiteboards and videos in class. There is a library where students 
can use computers and S5 recommends websites to her students to practise what they 
have learnt in class. They do not have enough computers for all students, but they have 
a multimedia room which can be booked for the whole class, although students prefer to 
go outside of lesson times when it is convenient for them. For Spanish, they use the 
online programme of Instituto Cervantes, as the regional government has an agreement 
with this organisation. Furthermore, S3 says that there are times when she has used 
Skype, but she found herself doing all the talking instead of the students. 
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Once again, we see how CALL is used to complement what has been done in class, 
which Sagarra and Zapata (2010) identified as the most popular use of technology in 
language learning. 
 
4.2.2. Teachers’ positive attitudes towards CALL 
4.2.2.1. Teachers’ positive attitudes towards CALL: Australia 
A1 says that her external students perform better that the ones that attend face-to-face 
lessons, however, she believes that this is due to the characteristics of both students. She 
says that internal students are “younger, lazier, much more dependent [on the teacher], 
less motivated and less organised”. She believes that to succeed in language learning 
you need to be motivated and have a good self-discipline, so that is why external 
students perform better, because they are more mature and more motivated than internal 
ones. A2 also considers motivation an important factor for the success of CALL. She 
says that her students find eLearning useful, but she thinks that this is because they need 
very good grades to go to her university, so students are usually very organised and 
hard-working, and they want to do well. A1 thinks that CALL works well for motivated 
and independent students, but not very well for other type of students, which is an 
opinion also presented in Dörnyei and Skehan (2003: 589). 
 
A3 says that her students like using eLearning because it is an environment they feel 
comfortable with and they find its content very valuable for their learning. It is 
interesting to see that this observation is in line with the findings of Kern (1995), who, 
as Sagarra and Zapata (2008) explained, showed that “chat discussions increased self-
confidence when using the target language, because online environments allow students 
to make mistakes without being embarrassed”. However, A3, A4, and A5 say that they 
do not know how many of their students would still use their eLearning platform if it 
did not have any weighting in the final mark. A3 thinks that students will generally do 
what they have to do, as some students are self-motivated, and find that eLearning is 
useful for learning at home, but she thinks that students will do more if the work is 
given some weighting. A5 explained that her students do exercises on Blackboard, but 
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only because these have a 5% weighting in the final mark. She also thinks that they 
would not do it if it did not count for their final mark, as some students do not complete 
it in spite of its current weighting.  
 
A4’s students enjoy doing online exercises, and they usually complete them, although 
this might be because she always reminds her students of the importance of submitting 
this work. A4 thinks that the exercises are interactive, that they promote participation 
among students, and that they make things more entertaining for them. Teachers can 
monitor if students are completing the exercises and when, and she thinks that they are a 
good tool. These opinions on motivation are in line with the conclusions reached by 
Adair-Hauck et al. (1999), Cahill and Catanzaro (1997), Lee (1998), and Soo and 
Ngeow (1998), and more recently by O’Dowd (2010). However, according to the 
experience of our informants, the success depends more on the type of student than on 
the method they use to learn the language. This is what A2 had in mind when she said 
that CALL only works at her institution because of the type of students they have. 
 
A2 and A5 say that students like the online component, and that these make them study 
more regularly. A5 also thinks that these materials make her students work harder and 
more independently, although students have a forum where they can ask questions if 
they need further help. A2’s and A5’s students also like the fact that they get automated 
feedback on their exercise, which is also an advantage highlighted in Heift and Schulze 
(2012: 155). This is also a positive aspect that Sagarra and Zapata (2008) identified in 
their study, and, as they said, “immediate feedback, multiple opportunities for 
improvement and the extensive and overt practice that online environments provide, 
convert procedural into declarative knowledge faster, and promote L2 learning”. A2 and 
A5 think that online exercises work particularly well for precision with grammar and 
vocabulary exercises, and A5 thinks this is because they are quite repetitive, and they do 
not want to do them in class, as they prefer more communicative exercises in lessons. 
A5 also admits that there are some types of exercises, such as dialogues, that she prefers 
to do face-to-face in class. These opinions are in line with what Nagata (1996) found 
out, as due to limitations on current CALL systems, automated feedback is limited to 
certain types of exercises, e.g. gap fillings, translations, listening exercises. A2 thinks 
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that CALL really makes students study more regularly, and she thinks that 70% of her 
students would still use it even if it was not part of the assessment. As Heift and Schulze 
(2012:11) said “these types of programs do not necessarily provide any language 
material, but rather empower the learner to use or understand language.” 
 
A1 also pointed out another advantage of incorporating CALL into her teaching. Her 
students usually complain about the price of the language course and of the book on top 
of it, so A1 will upload the necessary materials on Moodle. This means that CALL has 
made resources cheaper and, indirectly, has increased students’ satisfaction. In terms of 
making things cheaper, A1 says that 10 years ago they had to post cassettes to students 
doing their distance learning courses, so CALL has made it cheaper and more hassle 
free for everyone.  
 
A2 says that teachers in her department do not face many challenges with new 
technologies; tutors in her department know how to deal with technology problems, and 
they also have IT support. This supports the idea presented by Hong (2010), according 
to which, the success of failure of CALL depends on the IT skills of the teachers who 
use it. Likewise, this problem is also identified in O’Dowd (2010), and Johnson et al. 
(2013) explained it saying that: 
 
“Several important challenges are explained below, but it was clear that behind them all was a 
pervasive sense that individual organizational constraints are likely the most important factors in 
any decision to adopt —or not to adopt— a given technology”. 
 
Finally, A2, A4, and A5 also think that CALL provides students with greater flexibility 
about when to complete their assignments, and even though there are set deadlines, all 
of them can complete the work when it best suits them. This is why, despite the 
difficulties that CALL might cause, A4 thinks that the advantages outweigh the 
disadvantages. 
 
4.2.2.2. Teachers’ positive attitudes towards CALL: Spain 
As some of the teachers in Australia, S1 also commented on the relationship between 
CALL and motivation. S1 said that students who are really motivated are going to use 
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online materials anyway. There are enough materials available online, so CALL is seen 
in his department as an opportunity to expand on what has been covered in lessons. This 
is a similar approach to that of the five Australian teachers in the previous section, who 
also like using CALL to expand on book activities.  
 
S2, on the other hand, works at a university where using eLearning is compulsory and 
this can be useful for students with very specific needs or to complete work that they 
would not have time to complete in class. S2 also thinks that a positive element is that 
eLearning offers students independence, an opinion also expressed in Jones (2001), and 
in Sagarra and Zapata (2008). S2 also says that in Spain there are various online courses 
for teachers, and she likes doing them online as that way she does not have to travel 
anywhere, thus saving time and money. This view of CALL as a tool that makes 
learning cheaper and more accessible is also something that A1 mentioned. S2 also 
thinks that you have more flexibility doing a course online than doing it face-to-face, as 
you do not have to stick to a timetable, and you can organise your own time. This is an 
opinion that S2 has in common with A2, A4, and A5. 
 
Finally, S2 thinks that CALL can be useful to give students something different to what 
they get in face-to-face lessons, andS5 believes that an advantage of using eLearning is 
that students can work with and without the supervision of teachers. However, as 
Nagata (1996) explained, there is a limit in terms of what type of work students can use 
CALL for. 
 
 
 
 
4.2.3. Teachers’ negative attitudes towards CALL 
4.2.3.1. Teachers’ negative attitudes towards CALL: Australia 
 
Regarding negative points about the use of CALL in language learning, A1 says that she 
has learnt very much about it, but that it has been exhausting. Apart from her students in 
face-to-face lessons, she also has several students spread around the world, and 
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sometimes she has had problems receiving and opening documents. She thinks that as a 
teacher, one needs much more self-discipline to work online. She knows that students 
doing distance-learning courses at other universities have had pre-recorded videos of the 
lessons taught face-to-face to other students, so they are going to do the same next year 
for their distance-learning students. A1 says that she uses jokes, non-verbal language, 
and laughter in face-to-face communication with her students, but she is concerned that 
it will be a challenge to incorporate these in online teaching. She also admits that in 
order to teach online she has had to be more meticulous to communicate with students 
and to reply to emails, always trying to give students, as she puts it, “constant little bits 
of digital presence”.  
 
In the distance-learning courses that A1 teaches tutorials are not compulsory, but 
students have to follow them as these are their only chance to hear some Spanish, so 
accessibility to real Spanish can be another problem of these distance-learning courses. 
This is why A1 organises impromptu tutorials apart from the compulsory ones, because 
it works out better for her. Additionally, A1 finds it hard not being able to answer 
student questions immediately, and she thinks that she has to be much more disciplined 
as a teacher to reply to students on time.  
 
A4 thinks that CALL has made many more materials available to students, and as a 
teacher she needs to be much more prepared to know what is available to students 
online and make resources available on the eLearning platform. A4 also thinks that even 
though students have several online materials, they still like having face-to-face 
interactions and asking questions to teachers in person. Other studies, such as Ayres 
(2002), Stepp-Greany (2002), and Sagarra and Zapata (2008) also support the value of 
face-to-face interaction.  
 
A5 started her interview by saying that at her university they are changing their current 
whiteboards for those of another company, so this technological update will make 
things more difficult for teachers. A5 does not think that CALL motivates students 
more, and she gives a couple of examples to support this. She thinks that students would 
stop completing online exercises if these did not carry a weighting, as currently some 
students do not do them even though they are 5% of their final mark. She is also 
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concerned because sometimes students complain saying that they do not have access to 
the internet, so students can find excuses not to do their work. She also explained how 
she put questions on the eLearning platform for students to record their answers and 
then A5 recorded her feedback and passed it on to students. She said that this was being 
used to push their marks up, but out of 200 students only a few did it.  
 
A5 said that in her department they do not have many online listening exercises because 
she finds it is difficult to incorporate them into the eLearning platform. A5 also thinks 
that eLearning requires much more work from the teacher, as you need to plan how this 
fits into the lessons. Stracke (2007) also talked about this, showing how students can 
decide to drop out of courses when CALL has not been effectively incorporated with 
face-to-face lessons.  
 
A5 has put up some work on their online platform to make things look more modern, 
but it has not always worked when she has tried to put it in practice. She believes that 
sometimes online materials need more work to be developed, managed, and marked. 
A5’s perception of CALL is clearly linked to Mumtaz (2000), Penuel (2006), and Hong 
(2010), who set a strong connection between teacher’s confidence using IT and their 
attitude towards the use of CALL in the classroom. 
 
 
4.2.3.2. Teachers’ negative attitudes towards CALL: Spain  
 
The Basque government has invested great amounts of money over the last few years in 
teaching Euskerathrough CALL, but S1 thinks that this has been “a waste”, as students 
are not motivated by CALL. S1 doesn’t think they have achieved what they were 
supposed to, and he calls it “a big failure”. S2 also talks about lack of motivation from 
students when it comes to IT, and she believes that the only way of getting students to 
complete online work is making it compulsory.  
 
S5 has a similar opinion, as she says that students are not enthusiastic about eLearning. 
There is going to be a trial of an electronic portfolio in her department, which is a EU 
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initiative. S5 explained how this used to be done on paper, and even though it is 
electronic now students think it is nonsense, “Students do not show any interest in it and 
they do not like it”. She thinks that students will only do it if it has some weighting. 
 
S1 also believes that CALL is only fashionable at the time because it is new technology. 
He thinks that everyone gets enthusiastic about CALL and then disappointed, and that 
everybody loses interest in it after a couple of years. His opinion is that blended 
language teaching goes well for three years or so, but it then goes down. He believes 
that the main reason why it fails is because of lack of motivation of the students. This 
belief in motivation as a key element for the success or failure of CALL is also shared 
with A1 and A2, and it is also supported by the findings of studies such as Hong (2010), 
and Ushida (2005). Additionally, S1 also thinks that eLearning is a very passive way of 
learning, and that the only way to learn a language is through active learning. 
 
Instead of relying on CALL, S1 suggests teaching more dynamic classes and to be 
selective with the activities that are done in lessons. In S1’s opinion, eLearning is only a 
more complicated and extensive way of doing things. He added that if students come to 
class the learning is dynamic and there is interaction, but that if they go online to do 
their work that is no better than using a computer or a book by themselves, making 
learning non-interactive. S2 presents a similar opinion, as she says that students are 
interested in face-to-face learning and in having human interaction, which is what S1 
referred to earlier. S2 also thinks that students are more motivated in lessons, as they 
have their classmates there.  
 
S4 has a similar opinion. She believes that students are more reluctant to using 
technology in language learning than teachers, and S3 thinks that students do not 
welcome these types of changes. Even though they have been born in a generation 
which is extremely familiar with technology, they still prefer grammar lessons, gap 
fillings, and communicative activity, which is what teachers are used to. They can use 
CALL, but they still need rely on their teacher for many aspects of the course, such as 
for explanations. Students also think that teacher’s language is alive and more authentic. 
This is the reasoning behind S4’s department’s policy, which asks for 90% attendance 
from their students. S4 added that she knows people in other institutions who have spent 
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time creating online activities, such as blogs, and students do not participate much in 
them. S5 also thinks that students prefer face-to-face learning, and she gave an example 
to prove the lack of effectiveness of CALL; she made some online work available to 
students but students were not too interested, although she thinks that this may be due to 
the fact that maybe CALL was not being used properly. These views of CALL as an 
ineffective tool due to the lack of teachers’ competence are analysed in detail by Hong 
(2010). Conole (2008) expressed a similar concern, as she explained how: 
 
“Only one person on the survey mentioned VLE as one of the four technologies they like to use 
most, and ten listed a VLE as a dislike. Critical factors appear to be whether the VLE is well 
designed and structured, how relevant the information on the VLE is to the students’ needs and 
the degree to which it is really embedded into the culture of the course”.  
 
The effects of ineffective embedding of CALL into a course were studied in Stracke 
(2007), who showed how some students had decided to drop out of their courses 
because of this. 
 
Sagarra and Zapata (2010) presented similar opinions to those above: 
 
“Green and Youngs (2001) reported that attending a face-to-face class three hours per week and 
completing online activities resulted in the same levels of student satisfaction as attending class 
four hours per week”.  
 
Additionally, Chenoweth and Murday (2003) reported higher levels of satisfaction in 
students who had had four in-class contact hours per week instead of having one 20-
minute face-to-face lesson with a native speaker plus CALL activities.  
 
S5 also prefers face-to-face teaching, however, attending lessons is not compulsory at 
her university. She complained that many students do not do their homework, although 
she thinks that this is because they are foreign students studying in Spain, and they learn 
Spanish through immersion within the country. S5 still thinks that it is difficult for 
students to pass if they do not attend lessons, which shows her preference for face-to-
face lessons. 
 
Regarding various technologies, S1 explained how CDs were used at the beginning, and 
how they were supposed to be interactive but they are now obsolete. He believes that 
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the best way to learn a language is from feedback from the trainer on how to read, write, 
listen and speak, and he is dubious that these skills will be developed better if they were 
done online. S1 complains that in his 25 years of teaching he has seen many different 
names for materials, and tendencies have come and gone. He explained that the only 
way in which he has seen people learn languages is through face-to-face lessons, being 
motivated by a good teacher. Furthermore, he does not believe that doing work online is 
the way to be productive.  
 
S1 explains how now language laboratories and eLearning are fashionable, but that it 
was videos before that. However, he thinks that the key element in language learning is 
the teacher’s skills, which Hong (2010) also defends. He thinks that teachers can 
motivate students, but he is unsure that CALL can do that. In his opinion, one of the 
problems is that nowadays eLearning is so fashionable that you do not look like a good 
teacher if you do not use technology in language teaching. 
 
S1 is also concerned about the fact that teachers already have too much work to do, and 
eLearning only increases their workloads. S2 also has a concern regarding workload, as 
she thinks that to work with CALL you must offer interesting activities and different 
ones to what you offer in your face-to-face lessons. S3 also mentions the problem of 
workload, and she says that university teachers already have to produce more research, 
teach more lessons, and do much more paperwork than before, and that all that is 
coming with reductions in salary. S3 and S5 firmly believe that eLearning increases 
teachers’ workload. Additionally, S3 and S5 think that students abuse the email system, 
and they complain saying that replying to all the emails they receive is too time-
consuming. At the same time, S3 says that students are getting more demanding and 
less independent, to the point that they ask about information that is somewhere else 
instead of looking for it. Similarly to A1, S1 thinks that eLearning turns teachers into 
administrators, and teachers’ real skills are wasted when they have to spend time using 
eLearning. Furthermore, people that teach, for example, 25 hours a week, will not have 
any time left to dedicate to real teaching if they spend time managing eLearning, as they 
also have to do other duties like planning and marking work. Different researchers have 
studied these issues, such as Weikart and Marrapodi (1999), who studied lack of 
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teachers support from schools, Becker (1994), and Wozney et al. (2006), who looked 
into school workload issues. 
 
Sagarra and Zapata (2008) also mention the issue of workload, but in their study 
students are the ones that complain about it, as they say that it takes too long to 
complete online exercises because of having to insert symbols, accents, etc. Students 
also say that it would be easier to have all the resources on one site, instead of on 
various platforms. 
 
S1 and S5 think that teachers lack IT skills and that they are not enthusiastic about 
CALL. S5 thinks that there is lack of training, which is exactly the conclusion presented 
in Hong (2010) and one of the issues highlighted in O’Dowd (2010). Johnson et al. 
(2013) had this in mind when they said that: “Faculty training still does not 
acknowledge the fact that digital media literacy continues its rise in importance as a key 
skill in every discipline and profession”. 
 
S1 thinks that the system creates a problem if a teacher does not have a good set of IT 
skills. He thinks that if a teacher has very good skills as a face-to-face teacher this kind 
of teaching will work better than online teaching. Once again, this opinion matches the 
ones presented in Hong (2010). 
 
Sagarra and Zapata (2008) made an interesting comment about this:  
 
“Stracke (2007) reported on the fact that some L2 students choose to drop L2 courses with a 
technology component, and she investigated the reasons why this might happen. She interviewed 
three students who had decided to stop attending two computer-enhanced L2 Spanish and French 
classes, and she discovered that the main reasons behind their decision had been lack of 
instructor support and print material and failure to see a connection between face-to-face 
instruction and CALL components. As with the participants in the studies by Ayres (2002) and 
Stepp-Greany (2002), the three students interviewed by Stracke expressed their preference for a 
face-to-face class with no CALL component.” 
 
Sagarra and Zapata (2008) also talked about teachers’ IT skills and about the needs to 
create a clear relationship between face-to-face lessons and online content:  
 
“These suggestions are also supported by other researchers such as Barr (2004), MacDonald 
(2006), and Neumeier (2005) who believe that poorly planned face-to-face and CALL L2 classes 
can result in low student satisfaction and can influence the fate of this type of course when it 
comes to incorporating CALL into language teaching.” 
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As Hong says, for language teachers to integrate CALL into their teaching, L2 teachers 
need “to experience and become familiar with the use of available CALL technologies 
during their teacher education (Hubbard and Levy 2006b; Hughes 2005, Kassen et al. 
2007)”.  
 
All these comments seem to indicate that teachers need more training to incorporate 
CALL successfully into their teaching. Lam (2000), also comments on this, saying that 
“teachers’ lack of knowledge about using computers and lack of training for integrating 
computer technology into the classroom were related to their reluctance to use computer 
technology in the classroom”. 
 
Furthermore, as Hong (2010) explainsː 
 
“The increasing attention to L2 teachers’ technology education and the national guidelines 
concerning technology integration notwithstanding, several researchers note that there is still an 
insufficient number and quality of courses and workshops that integrate technology education 
into L2 teacher education programs (Hubbard, 2008; Kessler, 2006, Oxford and Jung 2007).” 
 
The views of our Spanish participants on the use of CALL may look rather negative to 
start with, however, it is worth noticing that the issues they complain about are also 
presented by various researchers. Mumtaz (2000) and Penuel (2006) reported factors 
that influence teacher’s use of computer technology in the classroom, such as their 
formal technology training experience, their attitude toward computer technology, and 
the availability of technology resources and technical support in the school. Likewise, 
Johnson et al. (2013) said that “Too often it is education’s own processes and practices 
that limit broader uptake of new technologies”.  
 
It is interesting to notice how S1 also talks about the pressure to incorporate CALL into 
teaching. He complains that eLearning is used as a magical word that sounds very 
modern, that institutions promote it because it makes them sound good and up-to-date, 
and that it would look unprofessional if teachers were not using CALL in their lessons. 
 
Regarding different types of CALL, S1 claims that Virtual Learning Environments are 
not more than traditional resources, and that language learning is real communication, 
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not online communication. He also believes that everything will have changed in 10 
years’ time, and that he really believes that the only way in which people will still be 
learning a language well will be with a real teacher. 
 
S1 expressed a concern about the fact that teachers are spending too much time learning 
about a technology that will be forgotten in a couple of years, and he is convinced that 
using an audiocassette is as efficient as CALL. He thinks that teachers might experiment 
with CDs, email learning, and Skype learning, but that people will always go back to 
face-to-face teaching as it is the only way forward. 
 
S2 presents a slightly more positive view on the use of technology in language learning, 
however, she thinks that CALL can be a complement, but not a replacement to face-to-
face teaching. S2 thinks that it is important to link the activities done in lessons with the 
online work. Interestingly enough, this is what staff failed to do in Stracke (2007), and 
the reason why some students did not like the use of technology in language teaching, 
and ended up dropping out of language courses. S2 thinks that students can watch a 
video online and then discuss it in class, as students can compare their notes, but that 
CALL has some limitations and the only way of using CALL at home working with a 
video would be with closed questions, which is a concern that Nagata (1996) explained. 
In S2’s opinion, these activities could have some weighting in the final mark. Again, we 
have the idea that it is important to give marks for online work, as otherwise students 
will not do it. 
 
S3 raises an interesting concern, and that is the inability to know whether the work 
submitted through CALL has been produced by the actual student or if it has been done 
by a friend or another classmate. She also thinks that the mechanisms available to detect 
plagiarism are not enough to prevent it. On a similar note, S5 is also concerned about 
the inability for teachers to check whether or not their students complete certain types of 
online activities. 
 
S4 thinks that one of the main issues are technological problems. This is linked to the 
findings of Mumtaz (2000) and Penuel (2006), who identified these type of problems as 
one of the key issues that affected the appropriate implementation of CALL in teaching. 
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Nagata (1996) concluded that “as suggested by Pederson and Dunkel, the present study 
also confirms that the use of a medium (i.e., computer) alone does not bring better 
effects; rather the quality of the messages produced by the medium affects the result”. 
This supports the believes of S1, S2, Sagarra and Zapata (2008), Hong (2010), and 
Johnson et al. (2013), who identify the need of more training on CALL for teachers, 
which could change teachers’ negative perspectives on CALL in a very radical way. 
 
4.2.4. Will CALL or MOOCs1 change the role of language teachers? 
 
 The final question that our participants were asked was if they thought that 
technology had changed or would change the role of teachers and, once again, there 
were some interesting opinions.  
 
4.2.4.1. How CALL or MOOCs will change the role of language teachers: Australia 
 
A1 is against “inflexible teaching” now. She likes teaching to be interactive, with 
human interaction, and with improvisation and flexibility depending on the students’ 
needs, which is why she prefers face-to-face teaching. A1 complained about the 
corporatisation of universities, as she believes that these were developed to give a 
service, not as a business, which is how they seem to operate nowadays. A1 is expecting 
a big change with the new head of languages, and consistency is going to improve 
amongst staff in the programme. A1 explained how when they discarded the oral 
component in their courses students’ needs increased in terms of getting more oral 
practice. Now that they are offering courses entirely through the medium of CALL this 
has become an issue, as they find it hard to offer students the opportunity of practising 
their speaking skills. 
 
On the other hand, A2 says that what they do at her university in terms of IT is not very 
sophisticated. A2 said that students saw teachers as a very important point of contact 
                                                 
1Massive Open Online Courses. 
clac 57/2014, 3-44 
bilbatua and herrero de haro: attitudes 32  
and she does not think that online components will replace teachers in the classroom. In 
her opinion, the role of teachers has not changed as CALL is only a small component of 
the course. A2’s students still want grammar taught face-to-face in class, so she does not 
think that CALL will replace teachers. 
 
A3 thinks that CALL has put some pressure on teachers, as it requires them to be better 
informed and up-to-date on computer-assisted learning developments and practices. 
According to A3, the role of the teacher is changing, but face-to-face teaching is still 
extremely important in language learning, and this has not diminished the role of 
teachers. A3 also believes that technology changes very quickly, and as a result it is a 
challenge to teach effectively face-to-face. These days teachers focus on those aspects 
which would be very difficult for students to work on by themselves, such as speaking 
practice, but other components are taught through CALL. It is interesting to see how 
this is the approach also suggested by Nagata (1996). 
 
CALL has changed A4’s teaching as she needs to find different materials to offer 
variety, such as songs or films. She also believes that teachers need to play with 
technology to attract students, and make contents more appealing to them. She also 
acknowledges that this is the case especially when students are young, and as a result 
teachers need to be more creative, innovative, and enthusiastic. Despite all this, A4 still 
uses board games and big posters because students need to be entertained while they 
learn. They already have technology at home, so she feels like she needs to offer them 
something different, such as monopoly or other classic games. According to A4, if 
students play using computers they are just playing on their own, and they do not use 
the language to socialise, on the other hand, they do use language in lessons. This view 
is similar to S1’s. 
 
A5 recognises that CALL is an interesting topic, but she also thinks that universities are 
obsessed with it. However, she does not think that the role of teachers will change 
much. In A5’s opinion, the most important aspect in face-to-face lessons is to give 
students the chance to practice what they have learnt. For this, she suggests using 
communicative activities where the teacher gives some input and students take over the 
lesson, using the vocabulary and grammar they have learnt to communicate in a range 
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of everyday situations. A5 says that she uses very interactive exercises in lessons so that 
students can talk and realise their mistakes, which is very important, and up to this day, 
CALL cannot offer that kind of support to students. 
 
4.2.4.2. How CALL or MOOCs will change the role of language teachers: Spain 
 
S1 is convinced that the only way people will really learn a language is if they have a 
real teacher. He also believes that spending a great amount of time trying to learn about 
a type of technology that will be forgotten in a few years is a “waste of time”. In his 
opinion, new teachers only want eLearning, but he gives more importance to other 
skills. He wonders what the difference is to have an audiocassette as opposed to using 
an online platform, and he wonders whether we are too dependent on CALL. Finally, S1 
justifies his opinions by saying that in the language classroom we have had 
audiocassettes, videos, CD-ROMs, eLearning, and Skype, and although these have been 
helpful, everybody has gone back to face-to-face teaching as it is the only way to learn a 
language. 
 
S2 has a similar attitude to CALL as A3. She thinks that it is better to plan online 
activities in relation to what has been done in class, and then use face-to-face lesson to 
solve doubts. As A3 suggested, an effective way to use CALL is using it for the easier 
parts of the language learning process and then use face-to-face lessons for the most 
difficult components. This is similar to what Nagata (1996) said, that CALL can help 
with easier or specific part of language learning, but not with all. It is interesting to see 
how S2 thinks that giving students too many materials and online work does not help 
students, as students will then think that face to face lessons are not important and are 
redundant, as all the work will be online. This belief suggests that teachers can 
potentially be made redundant once CALL is totally widespread. 
 
S2 believes that it is very difficult to substitute face-to-face lessons by technology, as 
students want face-to-face lessons, and they want to be in touch with people who speak 
the foreign language. People like talking and face-to-face lessons, and they try to travel 
to attend those lessons. She thinks that online lessons will not have that much impact as 
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people prefer to have face-to-face contact. As Sagarra and Zapata (2008) explain, “it is 
important to note that 89% of the participants deemed the presence of the instructor 
important for the success of CALL activities and learning”, meaning that students will 
always need teachers, which is a similar idea to that supported by S2 and A3. 
 
According to S4, the European Framework of Reference for Languages promotes 
independence amongst students. She explained that she has many friends teaching 
Spanish outside of Spain and that she thinks that CALLL is used much more abroad. 
However, she thinks that the Bologna protocol is increasing uniformity amongst 
universities, and that this will put pressure on staff to increase the level of use of CALL. 
Students can work with CALL, but they need great amount of support from a teacher, 
such as explanations. Finally, S4 says that she has always taught face-to-face lessons, 
never online, but she thinks that this will change in the future. 
 
5. Conclusion  
 
 The information gathered during our interviews shows some interesting differences 
and similarities between teachers’ perspectives on CALL in Australia and Spain.  
 
Regarding how teachers use technology in language learning, the most common use is 
as a complement to what is done in lessons, providing students with extra materials or 
information. Our participants use face-to-face teaching for those areas students find 
most difficult, and they leave CALL for other areas that students find easier. This 
approach matches the one suggested by Nagata (1996). Some participants also use 
CALL as an assessment tool, and only A1 teaches courses entirely through it. 
 
 The main advantages identified about the use of CALL are that it promotes 
independence in students and that it offers them flexibility. A4, A5, and S1 see CALL 
as creative and innovative, but S1 expresses an interesting opinion, saying that CALL 
puts pressure on teachers to incorporate it into their teaching. 
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 The main disadvantage found by our participants is that the use of technology in 
language learning increases the workload of teachers, not only when it comes to 
managing CALL in a course, but also when it comes to learning how to use it. A4 and 
A5 do not consider CALL to be very important, and apart from that, all the participants 
from Spain also said that students are not too interested in using technologies in their 
studies. S1 also believes that CALL is expensive, and that the results which can be 
obtained are not worth the investment. Another issue that came up in the responses was 
the lack of support and training by their institutions, which is a problem also reported in 
Weikart and Marrapodi (1999), Hong (2010), and in Johnson et al. (2013). 
 
 When the participants were asked about the future of language teachers, they 
thought that even though technology can be helpful if incorporated into teaching, 
teachers will always be needed, at least in languages, because of the nature of the 
subject. They thought that CALL can only be used for certain types of exercises and 
course components, but not for those that students usually find more difficult, such as 
speaking. These beliefs were also the conclusions reached by Nagata (1996). Finally, it 
is also curious to see how only those participants who are more familiar with the use of 
CALL think that technology will change the role of teachers in the future.  
 
One common perception of CALL is that it forces teachers and students to be more 
responsible and better organised. All our participants commented on the need for 
students to be motivated in order to use CALL effectively, so this method of instruction 
might not suit all types of learners. Likewise, CALL does not suit all types of teachers.  
 
It is important to notice how our Australian participants show a much more positive 
attitude towards CALL than the Spanish ones. A1 and A3 show a very positive attitude 
towards the use of technology in language teaching, and, even though A2, A4, and A5 
are also positive about it, they also recognise that the use of CALL comes with some 
challenges. Regarding the Spanish teachers, S1, S3, and S4 show a negative attitude 
towards CALL, and S2 and S5 are somewhat in the middle, with a balanced view of 
advantages and disadvantages. Mumtaz (2000), Penuel (2006), and Hong (2010) talk 
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about the relationship between previous IT skills and school support with attitude 
towards CALL, so this could be the reason why Australian teachers feel more positive 
about CALL, because they also use it more than their Spanish counterparts. S4 believes 
that CALL is used much more outside of Spain, so this seems to back her opinion. 
 
One of the reasons that teachers give not to use CALL is that it is not important, and 
that it does not have much of a positive impact on students’ learning. This has been 
studied extensively by several researchers, and authors like Liu et al. (2002), and 
Sagarra and Zapata (2008) explain how studies show opposing evidence regarding the 
effectiveness of CALL compared to traditional teaching. However, it would be 
interesting to add Hattie’s findings to the equation. After analysing 50,000 studies, 
involving over 240 million students in total, Hattie (2012) produced a table with the 
effect size of various interventions and techniques on student learning. He concluded 
that educators should try to use those interventions with an effect sizeover 0.4, and 
according to his study, computer-assisted instruction has an impact size of 0.31. If we 
considered Hattie’s findings, the old debate on whether computer-assisted instruction is 
more effective than face-to-face instruction would be redundant, as even if computer-
assisted instruction was proved to be more effective, the effect of this on students would 
not make it a strong enough factor in learning.  
 
While other participants defended the importance of the language teacher against the 
use of CALL, S1 and S2 talked specifically about the need to offer un toque humano 
(human interaction –literally a human touch-). It could be that the use of CALL in Spain 
is being halted by Spanish cultural values, which give great importance to human 
interaction and personal relationships. 
 
All of our teachers, except A1, are unhappy about having to incorporate more CALL 
elements in their language teaching. They believe that they would do a much better job 
if they continued using their skills as face-to-face teachers. However, their organisations 
are asking them for a change. If an organisation forces its staff to embrace CALL 
against their will, are they setting themselves up to fail just, as S1 would put it, to 
follow institutional peer-pressure to look more up-to-date? Are institutions preventing 
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teachers from using their good face-to-face skills, and instead asking them to just try to 
do what they can using CALL? If that is the case, one wonders whether it would not be 
wiser for institutions to recognise teachers as professionals and give them more freedom 
about how much they use CALL in their teaching. As Johnson et al. (2013) explain, 
“any discussion of technology adoption must also consider important constraints and 
challenges”. Taking all this into account, it would be beneficial to urge institutions to 
consult with teachers rather than to impose the use of technology in language learning, 
giving each individual staff a choice depending on his or her strengths as a teacher. We 
are not advocating leaving teachers who have no knowledge of CALL out of the loop, 
but giving them the option on whether to take CALL on board or not, and if they decide 
to do so, then offer them the support and training that Hong (2010), and Johnson et al. 
(2013) identified as necessary and missing in many institutional plans. 
 
 We can conclude that three facts have become clear in this study. Firstly, the 
more IT-skilled teachers are, the more they use CALL and the happier they are with the 
use of computer-assisted instruction in their teaching; likewise, their students enjoy 
CALL more. Secondly, if we want to make sure that our students take CALL on board 
and use these resources, we have to give these exercises certain weighting in the final 
mark. Finally, all of our participants think that CALL does not work as well in 
languages because of the nature of the subject, resorting to the long-existing stereotype 
that languages are different. 
 
 Our participants are currently in a situation where they will have to use 
computer-assisted instruction more in their teaching, and we believe that this could be 
used as an opportunity for a real-time study. As Hong (2010) said, the more previous IT 
experience teachers have, the more likely they are to use CALL and to be happier with 
it. We plan to interview our participants again in two years’ time in order to see if their 
views on CALL have changed, and if so, what has caused this. 
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